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Subject: Joint Application of AT&T Corporation and Tele-Communications, Inc.
For Transfer of Control to AT&T of Licenses and Authorizations Held By
TCI and Its Affiliates or Subsidiaries, CS Docket No. 98-178
Ex Parte Submission of Affidavit of Justin A. Aborn

Dear Chairman Kennard:

The primary issue that has arisen regarding the proposed merger between AT&T and TCl is
whether it is feasible for multiple Internet Service Providers (ISPs) to share a broadband
cable network. In his Declaration, Suk S. Soo,' Vice President of Special Projects, America
Online Technologies, offered one example of how open access to a cable broadband
network could be achieved. Through the Affidavit of Milo Medin, Senior Vice President and
Chief Technical Officer, @Home Networks, AT&T/TCI attempted to cast doubt on the
general feasibility of open access through a critique of Soo’s proposed method. In response,
GTE® herewith offers the attached Declaration of Justin A. Aborn, Network Architect, GTE
Internetworking, which demonstrates that Soo’s example is: (1) indeed feasible; and, more
importantly, (2) merely one of a number of technically feasible methods by which cable
networks can be shared by multiple ISPs.

As the Declaration points out, TCI's network — like an ILEC’s network — is not ideally suited
for use by multiple ISPs, because that is not the way it was designed. So, of course,

AT&T/TCI will be able to point out aspects of any proposed open access scenario that are,
from its perspective, less than ideal. And Medin’s affidavit does just this. Despite Medin's

' Comments of America Online, Inc., CS Docket No. 98-178, Appendix C: Technical Declaration by
Suk S. Soo, Vice President — Special Projects, AOL Technologies (filed Oct. 29, 1998) (“Soo
Declaration”).

2AT&T's and TClI's Joint Reply to Comments and Joint Opposition to Petitions to Deny or to Impose
Conditions, CS Docket No. 98-178, Affidavit of Milo Medin (filed Nov. 13, 1998) (“Medin Affidavit”).

® GTE Service Corporation, GTE Alaska, Incorporated, GTE Arkansas Incorporated, GTE California
Incorporated, GTE Florida Incorporated, GTE Hawaiian Telephone Company incorporated, The
Micronesian Telecommunications Corporation, GTE Midwest Incorporated, GTE North Incorporated,
GTE Northwest Incorporated, GTE South Incorporated, GTE Southwest Incorporated, Contel of
Minnesota, Inc., GTE West Coast Incorporated, and Contel of the South, Inc., GTE Communications
Corporation, GTE Wireless Incorporated, GTE Internetworking, and GTE Media Ventures Incorporated.

GTE Service Corporation / A Part of GTE Corporation
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criticisms, however, the fact is that open access is possible, and if required to allow it,
AT&T/TCl is certainly capable of establishing an efficient way, in conjunction with interested
ISPs, to accomplish it.

The need for such an open access requirement is evident. If the merger between AT&T and
TCl is approved, the merged entity immediately will be able to offer a comprehensive and
mandatory package of services to its customers free from the Commission’s competitive
safeguards, an anomalous result that arises solely because AT&T/TCI will provide many of
these services over HFC cable instead of copper wire. On the other hand, ILECs, which
offer the only real hope for competition to the cable companies in the bundled services
market, are unable to offer consumers a viable alternative because they alone are subject to
numerous regulations, including unbundling, discounted resale, interconnection, equal
access, cost allocation, and affiliate transaction restrictions.

Since AT&T announced its intention to acquire TCI, it has been extremely aggressive in
pursuing its goal “to be the only communications provider its customers need.” AT&T has
gone on a spending spree, investing billions of dollars in order to guarantee that it will be the
first — and, for the foreseeable future, the only — company to offer consumers a bundle that
includes wireless, local telephony, long distance telephony, dial-up and high-speed Internet
access, Internet content, and cable television.® In the last month alone, AT&T has:

¢ entered into a joint venture with Time Warner to offer telephone service over Time
Warner's cable systems in 33 states;®
e agreed to build a high-speed backbone for @Home;’

¢ held substantive discussions with Microsoft about acquiring the Microsoft
Network;?

o formed separate joint ventures with five TCI affiliates to offer customers advanced
communications services;®

* Seth Schiesel, At Last, a New Strategy for AT&T, The New York Times, Jan. 17, 1999, at sec. 3, p. 1,
col. 2.

® See, e.g., id. at col. 3 (describing a hypothetical post-merger AT&T telemarketing call in which the
salesperson runs through the litany of AT&T/TCI offerings, and concludes with: “Oh, yes, we can
provide all of these services on a single bill with one number to call if you have questions. ... By the
way, if you use any three of our other services, we would be happy to add HBO and the Disney
Channel to your basic cable package for no additional charge.").

8 See, e.g., AT&T: Going Local via Cable, Wired News, Feb. 1, 1999 (visited Feb. 1, 1999)
<http://www.wired.com/news/news/buiness/story/17644.html>.

7 See, e.g., Craig Bicknell, AT&T to Build At Home’s Backbone, Wired News, Jan. 6, 1999 (visited Jan.
21, 1899) <http://www.wired.com/news/news/business/story/17180.htmi>.

® See, e.g., Kevin Maney, Microsoft, AT&T Held Internet Talks, USA Today, Jan. 8, 1999, at 18.

° See, e. g., AT&T Reaches Agreements to Form Commercial Joint Ventures with Five Cable
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e announced plans to accelerate TCI's network upgrade by investing an additional
$2 billion in 1999;"

« unveiled plans to offer IP telephony to TCI's customers by the end of 2000;"

¢ played a significant role'? in @Home's just-announced $6.7 billion acquisition of
Excite Inc., a major web portal;'® and

e pursued plans to sell its Internet-access business, which includes its WorldNet
dial-up service, to @Home, for an even greater degree of control of @Home post-
merger.™

As these acquisitions and ventures make clear, AT&T’s “plan for world domination”*®
encompasses a new — and heretofore untamed - frontier: the Internet. In short, AT&T
intends to leverage its exclusive control of TCI's cable network in order to transform the
Internet from an open environment to one dominated by the AT&T/TCl/@Home/Excite
broadband monopoly.

Operators, AT&T News Release, Friday Jan. 8, 1999 (visited Jan. 21, 1999)
<http://iwww.att.com/press/item/0,1183,275,00.html>.

1% See, e.g., AT&T Speeds Up Plan on Local Phone Service, Washington Post, Jan. 8, 1999, at G2.

" See, e.g., id. Clearly, TCI's statement to the Commission in the Annual Cable Competition Report
that it does not have any plans for voice telephony are no longer accurate. See Annual Assessment of
the Status of Competition in Markets for the Delivery of Video Programming, FCC 98-335, at ] 40
(released Dec. 23, 1998) (Fifth Annual Report).

2 See, e.g., John Borland, AT&T nabs content for broadband bid, CNET News.com, Jan. 19, 1999
(visited Jan. 21, 1999) <http://www.news.com/news/item/0,4,3,1129,00.htmi> (“While executives
remained mum on exactly what role AT&T's management played in sealing the deal, it is clear
chairman C. Michael Armstrong was close to the merger negotiations . . .. ‘The chairman was
consulted on these transactions,’ confirmed AT&T spokesman Pat Stortz. ‘We clearly have an interest
in @Home’s success post-merger.”).

3 See, e.g., Larry Dignan, The Day Ahead: AT&T biggest winner in Excite-At Home merger,
Iinter@ctive Investor, Jan. 19, 1999 (visited Jan. 21, 1999) <http.//www.zdii.com/thedayahead.asp>
(*You can count on AT&T WorldNet service, which already has a business relationship with Excite, to
champion this new, ‘allband’ portal, while combining it with AT&T’s IP and traditional communications
services,” said AT&T chief C. Michael Armstrong, in a statement.”).

" See, e.g., Kara Swisher and Rebecca Blumenstein, AT&T May Sell Intemet-Access Lines, Including
WoridNet, to At Home Corp., The Wall Street Journal, Jan. 22, 1999, at A3. The proposed transaction,
in which @Home would reportedly pay for AT&T's Internet-access business with $1 billion of its own
stock, is contingent upon final approval of AT&T/TCI's merger. TCI currently owns 28% of @Home's
shares. /d. at A6.

'S Joanna Glasner, AT&T Gets Excited, Too, Wired News, Jan. 20, 1999 (visited Jan. 21, 1999)
<http:/iwww.wired.com/news/news/business/story/17416.html>.
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In today’s primarily narrowband world, if a consumer is not interested in the proprietary
content that, for example, America Online includes as part of its offering, he or she can
select any number of other ISPs that offer stripped-down Internet access, thereby avoiding
the additional fees associated with that content. In the broadband future, however, this
choice will be eliminated, as a result of AT&T/TCl/@Home/Excite’s exclusive access to TCI's
cable network. AT&T/TCI will own and control the broadband last mile, @Home will be the
only broadband high-speed link available, and consumers, whether they like it or not, will be
forced to pay for the content provided by both @Home and Excite, even to reach their ISP of
choice if it is not @Home. "

The Internet has always embodied the concept of freedom, but as a coalition of narrowband
ISPs recently stated to the Commission: “[ilf cable operators control their broadband
networks in a way that erodes the fundamental openness of the Internet, consumers will
have fewer choices, products, services, features, and price.”'” And ISPs are not the only
ones concerned. In a recent letter, Congressman Edward Markey of Massachusetts warned
that “[a]ny attempt by large corporate owners of the broadband wire to warp an open Internet
platform into a more closed system could create a discriminatory corporate filter for
cyberspace.”

Clearly, AT&T and TCI would prefer not to afford nondiscriminatory access to competing
ISPs. That preference, however, cannot drive technology or policy. From a technological
standpoint, open access is eminently feasible. From a policy standpoint, such access is
vitally necessary to promote fair competition in the market for bundled services, as GTE,
independent ISPs and a myriad of consumer groups demonstrated in their comments in
opposition to the AT&T/TCI transfer application.

Sincerely,

AT

John F. Raposa
Associate General Counsel -
Federal Regulatory Matters

cc. Commissioner Harold Furchtgott-Roth
Commissioner Susan Ness
Commissioner Michael Powell
Commissioner Gloria Trisani
Secretary, Federal Communications Commission (two copies)

18 @Home currently provides its customers a variety of content. After @Home acquires Excite, it
intends to replace its own portal with a broadband version of Excite, but @Home will continue to offer
its customers its own content in other forms. See Patricia Riedman, @Home, Excite union to create
broadband portal, Advertising Age (visited Jan. 26, 1999)
<http://www.adage.com/interactive/articles/19990125/article1.html> (reporting that @Home “recently
purchased Narrative Communications, which makes Enliven, a multimedia streaming software”).

7 Joanna Glasner, ISPs Demand Cable-TV Access, Wired News, Jan. 20, 1999 (visited Jan. 22, 1999)
<http:/iwww.wired.com/news/news/business/story/17448.html>.
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Declaration of Justin A. Aborn

l. Introduction.

My name is Justin A. Aborn. | am a Network Architect at GTE Internetworking.
My current responsibilities primarily include managing the engineering and deployment
of the Internet Protocol (IP) portion of GTE's Asymmetric Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL)
high speed Internet Service.

| joined Bolt, Beranek, and Newman Inc. (BBN) in August 1984 as an electrical
engineer designing circuit boards for the special purpose computers used in digital
communications (routers and switches of various sorts). | became involved in the
deployment and architecture of the networks that use these devices when | worked to
field the hardware | designed. In the Summer of 1996 | was assigned as BBN's
principal engineer to a consulting contract with, then, Continental Cablevision Inc. (now
MediaOne Inc.). Continental Cablevision wanted experienced help in designing and
launching their data over cable product, now called MediaOne Express. My work on
this contract continued through June 1997. In the course of this work | was involved in
analyzing the tradeoffs between: cable modem features and capabilities, router
features and capabilities, Hybrid Fiber/Coax (HFC) infrastructure topology, and Local
Area Network (LAN) and Wide Area Network (WAN) data transport technologies. | was
also involved in the day to day management of the deployment and initial customer
troubleshooting.

In 1997 GTE bought BBN, and created the GTE subsidiary GTE Internetworking,

where | am employed today.




| have been asked by GTE to respond to the Affidavit of Milo Medin.! As a
general matter, the points that Medin makes are factually correct. However, taken as a
whole, Medin’s Affidavit reaches erroneous conclusions regarding the feasibility of
permitting multiple ISPs to access a broadband cable network. In reality, as discussed
herein, Soo’s proposal is a reasonable method for achieving open access to TCi's
cable network. More importantly, the proposal set forth in the Declaration of Suk S.
Soo is but one of many feasible methods of interconnection. Quite simply, a pro-
competitive open access requirement is technically feasible.

. Despite AT&T/TCI’s Efforts To Avoid It, The Issue Is Whether Open Access
To TCI's Broadband Cable Network Is Feasible.

While Medin’s response to the ISP interconnection example described in the Soo
Declaration may be factually accurate in most instances, it does not refute the principal
point that allowing competing ISPs open, nondiscriminatory access to TCl's broadband
cable network is technically feasible.

The Medin Affidavit does not offer any guidance regarding how open access
might be achieved, but instead presents a narrowly crafted, point-by-point critique of
one possible open-access scenario. The interconnection method described by Mr. Soo
in his Declaration, however, is feasible — notwithstanding Medin's critique — and, in any

event, is by no means the only technically feasible way that competing ISPs might

' AT&T's and TClI’s Joint Reply to Comments and Joint Opposition to Petitions to Deny
or to Impose Conditions, CS Docket No. 98-178, Affidavit of Milo Medin (filed November
13, 1998) (“Medin Affidavit”). The Medin Affidavit is in response to the Declaration of
Suk S. Soo. Comments of America Online, Inc., CS Docket No. 98-178, Appendix C:
Technical Declaration by Suk S. Soo, Vice President — Special Projects, AOL
Technologies (filed October 29, 1998) (“Soo Declaration”).




access AT&T/TClI's cable network. Nor was it intended to be, for as Mr. Soo stated:
“There are many possible points where multiple Service Providers can interface to the
cable system on an open access basis. We will treat herewith the interface at the
CMTS-NSI, as a demonstration of how this open access can be implemented.”

AT&T/TCI, via the Medin affidavit and in other forums, has intentionally avoided
the broader question, which is whether or not open access to the cable system is
technically feasible apart from the Soo proposal. As described below, Medin’s Affidavit
merely reveals that it would be inconvenient for AT&T/TCI to open up its broadband
cable network to competing ISPs. Despite AT&T/TCI’s reluctance to admit it, open
access is eminently achievable.

A. Broadband cable facilities currently are not specifically designed to

facilitate ISP interconnection largely because of the absence of a
regulatory requirement to do so, not for any technical reason.

The lone product that currently has the potential to compete with cable modem
Internet access is xDSL. If high-speed cable Internet access had developed under the
same regulatory restrictions as xDSL, broadband cable networks would have been
designed — as xDSL plant has been — to facilitate equal access by multiple ISPs. To
date, however, no such nondiscriminatory access requirement has been extended to
coax, as opposed to copper.

Because of this historical inequity, broadband cable networks thus far have not
been designed specifically to be used by multiple ISPs. Nor, for that matter, were the

local telephone networks originally designed to be used by multiple carriers. But just as

2 Soo Declaration at | 4 (emphasis added).




the LECs have modified their systems to allow interconnection by multiple entities, so,
too, can AT&T/TCI modify its cable network to allow open access by competing ISPs.?
To claim that broadband cable facilities are not equipped for multiple-ISP access, and
therefore AT&T/TCI should not be required to share their network, is a circular
argument, and should be rejected as such.

B. Nearly all of the modifications that AT&T/TCI would need to make in
order to allow open access do not involve the network infrastructure.

The cable network infrastructure, as it is currently configured, is essentially
already capable of handling multiple ISPs. Virtually no changes would need to be
made to the network infrastructure itself.* The most significant differences between a
shared and a non-shared scenario are likely to manifest themselves in two areas: (1)
Information Technology systems, and (2) policies and procedures. In both cases,
however, the challenge is not technical, but organizational.

C. The assertions made by Medin confuse, rather than refute, the point

that open, nondiscriminatory access to AT&T/TCI’s broadband cable
network by competing ISPs IS possible.

As | demonstrate below, all of the problems that Medin attributes to Soo’s

example can, in fact, be solved. Despite the reluctance on the part of AT&T/TCI to

% Medin argues repeatedly that the cable system and the telephone system are very
different. Medin Affidavit at 2-3, 3, 5. While this is obviously a true statement, it does
not change the fact that both types of systems may be shared.

* There are only two minor modifications that would need to be made: (1) as Medin
describes on page one of his Affidavit , each interconnecting ISP would need to
connect an Ethernet switch to the CMTS; and (2) the routing configuration may need to
be modified. No changes in either the cable plant or the routing hardware would
necessarily be required.




share their network, the answer to the question at issue — whether an open access
system is technically feasible — is “Yes.”
1. Medin’s statement that “it is impractical for each ISP in a
multiple provider situation to have its own DHCP server”

ignores the fact that it is possible for more than one ISP to
share a single DHCP server.

The fact that, in Medin’s opinion, multiple DHCP servers® would be “impractical”
is irrelevant in this context for several reasons. First of all, the issue at hand is whether
or not open access is technically feasible, not whether, in AT&T/TCI's opinion, it is
practical. Second, no technical changes would be required if AT&T/TCI were to choose
to operate from a single DHCP server whose entries are modified through intercompany
cooperation. For example, an ISP and @Home (or the cable operator)® could develop
a procedure and compensation system pursuant to which @Home would make entries
in their DHCP system to facilitate the ISP customers’ connections.

Second, in crafting the equal access approach, it may be deemed desirable to

use multiple DHCP servers. Even in a multiple DHCP server model, there are a variety

® DHCP stands for Dynamic Host Configuration Protocol. DHCP is an automated
mechanism for configuring an end user’s computer with an Internet Protocol address
(as well as other network parameters in the user's computer. For example, DHCP is
used when “Obtain an IP address automatically” is selected in the Windows 95 TCP/IP

control panel).

® According to Medin, @Home currently manages and configures the CMTS, but if open
access is required, many of the functions currently performed by @Home would need
to be taken over by the cable operator. | do not believe that that is an accurate
statement, because it ignores the fact that collocation procedures have been developed
in the telephone industry — and could easily be utilized in the cable network context.




of mechanisms for facilitating such collaboration. The following is a non-exhaustive list
of examples of DHCP management techniques:

e Some DHCP servers’ can execute scripts when DHCP requests arrive and
meet configurable criteria, such as “brand new MAC address™ These scripts
could do any number of things, such as make database inquiries to determine
to which ISP a customer subscribes.

o The DHCP specification also includes “Option 82,” which allows a router
vendor to label a DHCP request with whatever information it wants. This
information can be used to control how a DHCP server handles requests.®

e The DHCP specifications were developed by the IETF." Therefore, to
facilitate collaboration, AT&T/TCI could advocate and pursue a Request For
Comment (“RFC”) to the appropriate IETF working group. Allowing for
protocol enhancement via such industry collaboration makes anything
possible.

The bottom line is that, whether or not it may be “impractical” from Medin’s perspective,

DHCP support is technically feasible.

" The “American Internet” DHCP server software (recently purchased by Cisco) is an
example of DHCP server software with scripting capability.

® The Media Access Control (“MAC") address is a unique number assigned to each
computer network interface card.

® Although Medin argues that multiple DHCP servers are impractical, Option 82 could
also potentially be used to label DHCP requests so that DHCP requests from other
ISPs’ users could be routed to those ISPs’ DHCP servers.

' The Internet Engineering Task Force is the principal body engaged in the
development of new Internet standard specifications.




2. Medin’s statement that the shared nature of the cable system
exposes users to degraded service caused by an “ill-behaved
modem or user’ is true, but is unrelated to the number of
interconnecting ISPs.

a. The “ill-behaved modem.”

One of the major problems with Medin’s critique of Soo’s proposal is that it
incorrectly attributes issues raised by a large number of end users to an open access
environment that allows more than one ISP to serve consumers. The “ill-behaved
modem” problem falls into that category. While it is true that a malfunctioning cable
modem can affect the service level of other users sharing that portion of the cable plant,
this risk already exists today and would not necessarily be exacerbated by allowing
additional ISPs to access the broadband network. Consequently, it does not justify
foreclosing competitive access.

b. The “ill-behaved user.”

First of all, the “ill-behaved user” problem is not related to the number of ISPs
connected to the network. Nor, for that matter, is it necessarily related to the number of
users. Excessive bandwidth consumption is a function of the amount of bandwidth
available. If there are only two users on a segment of the cable plant, and one user is
using 95% of the available bandwidth, then this problem will arise. Thus, this risk is not
a justification for denying competing ISPs access to the broadband cable network.

Furthermore, this risk applies equally to telephone-based Internet access. For
example, if dial-up customers remain connected to their ISP for long periods of time,
they usurp telephone switch capacity. The telephone system can become heavily

loaded, making it more difficult for customers to “get a dial tone.” While this is certainly




a fact, it has never been a rationale to allow a LEC to refuse to transport customers’
data communications to their chosen ISP in favor of only the LEC's affiliated ISP.
3. Changes to a cable system’s node combining plan are dictated

by increased usage, not by the opening of broadband cable
networks to multiple ISPs.

Medin is correct when he observes that a cable operator could be forced to
“change its ‘node combining plan™ if an interconnecting ISP dramatically increased its
load (i.e., if a competing ISP were to successfully sell more customers). But a cable
operator must change its node combining plan whenever there is an inadequate
amount of bandwidth available to customers connected to that node. Thus, this
problem already exists. And, once again, it is a problem that is caused by the amount
of use, not by the number of ISPs. Thus, if AT&T/TCI is successful in marketing their
@Home service to consumers, they will face this issue irrespective of any open access
requirement.

4. Medin greatly exaggerates the impact that a multiple-ISP
environment would have on billing.

Medin states that provisioning systems can be expensive to develop and
maintain, but the need to develop “homes passed” and “node combining” databases
exists even without multiple-ISP access. The additional work that would arise were the
network opened up to competing ISPs is associated with sharing, rather than
developing, that information.

Moreover, Medin’s argument is based on a perceived need to coordinate ISP

databases with cable subscriber databases, a need that does not exist. GTE does not




bill its xDSL services in this fashion, and there is no need for cable systems to do so,
either.
5. Medin’s characterization of Soo’s proposed method of routing

IP packets is based on an incorrect assumption regarding
“source identifiers.”

Medin’s assertion that Soo’s proposed method of interconnection “assumes that
the SMTS will route packets based on the source IP address” is incorrect. The scenario
that Soo describes is, in fact, completely plausible. Soo's declaration does nof say to
use the “source IP address” to set the next hop gateway. Soo, in fact, uses the phrase
“source identifier,” not “source |P address.” There is a significant difference. A “source
identifier” could be many things. The most straightforward example of such an identifier
is the unique Media Access Control (MAC) address that is programmed into each and
every network interface card on the market today.

6. Medin’s statement that most CMTS devices and cable modems
are routers, not bridges, is inaccurate.

Medin asserts that “most CMTS devices are routers,” that “most cable modem
devices are routers, not bridges,” and that these factors make Soo’s scenario
infeasible. This is not accurate. First of all, the statement incorrectly implies that there
are few cable modems that are bridges. One of the largest data over cable providers,
MediaOne, uses LanCity (now owned by Nortel) cable modems that operate as bridges.
Second, it should be mentioned that whether most of these devices are routers or
bridges is irrelevant, because routers can also readily implement functions that support

Soo’s proposed scenario.




7. Layer-2 switch congestion, a problem that is not unique to
cable systems, can be managed by policy.

Medin states that “[t]here is no reason to believe that layer-2 switch congestion”
problems at the current FDDI-based Internet NAPs would not also occur at the CMTS.
However, this problem is not unique to cable headends, as Medin admits. Moreover,
congestion occurs whenever there is more traffic than capacity. This can occur in
single provider systems and is managed by policy. Congestion is not the necessary
result of a shared system. The situation at today’s NAPs exists in its own right. The
NAP’s policies and procedures need not dictate how to manage cable network
infrastructure. The NAPs do, however, present an example of what happens when the
demand on the system is not tied to the investment in that system.

8. Provisioning, troubleshooting, and introducing new

technology may require the development of new policies and
technical solutions.

While it is true that it would be more difficult to provision customers, troubleshoot,
and introduce new technology in an open environment, these activities clearly do not
make open access technically infeasible. These activities are, in fact, possible,
although they may require the development of both new policies and technical
solutions. Cable operators would face no challenges in this regard that ILECs have not
already overcome.

1. Conclusion.

The Medin Affidavit fails to demonstrate that the interconnection example given
by Suk S. Soo is infeasible, and it is not. Moreover, Medin utterly fails to address other

possible interconnection options. AT&T and TCI have attempted to sidestep the issue
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of open access feasibility by diverting the Commission’s attention to the specifics of one
proposal. But the truth is that open access is eminently feasible, and if AT&T and TCI
instead focused on possible solutions, they would be able to find a satisfactory method
for sharing TCI's broadband cable network, just as GTE has been able to do for its

xDSL plant.
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